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REMARKS 

In response to the action of September 7, 2006. applicant asks that all claims be allowed 
in view of the amendment to the claims and the following remarks. This amendment is bem$ 
filed concurrently with a Request for Continued Examination. 

Claims 1-3, 6-9. 12-35. 38-43, 46-53, 56-59, 62-85, 88-93 and 96- 100 are pending is; the 
application, and claims 13-34. 39-42, 47-50, 63-84, 89-92 una 97-100 have been withdrawn from 
cons- delation. Of the claims under consideration, claims I, 7, 35. 43. 5 L 57. 85 and 93 are 
independent and have been amended. Support for these amendments may be found in the 
application as, for example, page 7, lines 16-24. No new matter has been introduced. 

Applicants would like to thank Examiner Maekowey and Examiner Johns for the 
courtesies extended to applicants 1 representatives during the personal interview conducted on 
November 14, 2006. This reply reflects the substance of the interview. 

Rejection under Section 1.12, Second Paragraph 

Claim 43 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § i 1 2, second paragraph, as being indeiinite. 
In response, clams 43 has been amended. As discussed at the interview, applicant believes that 
all of the Examiner's concerns have been addressed, for at leas? this reasons, applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of this, rejection of claim 43. Applicant 
notes that claim 85 has been amended to address a similar issue. 

Rejections under -Section MB 

Claims 1-3, 6-9. 12, 35, 38. 43, 46, 51 -53, 56-59. 62, 85, 88, 93 and 96 were rejected 
i ~di < ^ ; SO 10 ^ as beiv; a rvtemJVe o\ - R not { I b 5 \.te,u \o o o x 7 - 38"> ^ >, it-w ot 
Harkin i U.S. Patent No. 6,327.376). Applicant requests reeon side rati on and withdrawal of this 
rejection because neither Ritter, Harkin nor any proper combination of the references describes 
or suggests the subject matter of the amended independent claims, as descri bed more fully 
below. 

Amended chum s recites a system for identifying an individual including, inter alia, 
means for judging legitimacy of the user by checking read biological information with the 
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e'. c.\o oioivvjkji o + o r tl , i r fjv system also includes means for transmitting information 
about the judgment to a destination of communication only when the read biological information 
has matched the reference biological information. The transmitted information indicates that the 
user -is legitimate. 

As discussed at the interview. Ritter does not describe or suggest means tor transmitting 
information about the judgment to a destination of communication only when the read biological 
information has matched the reference biological information, where the transmuted information 
indicates that the user is legitimate, as recited in amended claim i . Rather, Ritter discloses an 
authentication process that compares current biometrk keys derived from the user with stored 
bsometrsc keys. See Ritter at col. 4. line 26-45. Ritter also discloses transmitting the result of the 
authentication to an external secured device, which permits or refuses access to the device 
accordingly. Sec, Ritter at col. 5, lines 10- 1 4. Sec also Ritter at col. 6. lines 1-10. Examples of 
external secured devices, as provided by Ritter, include an automatic teller machine, a video 
terminal for information inquiries, an entrance to a secured building, or the entrance to a 
restricted area. See Ritter ut col, 5, lines 33-40. 

Hence, Ritter transmits the results of authentication, which may be positive or negative, 
and the external secured device permits or refuses access accordingly. Thus, Ritter does not 
describe or suggest means for transmitting information about the judgment to a destination of 
communication only when the read biological information has matched the reference biological 
information, where the transmitted information indicaies that the user is legitimate, as recited bv 
amended claim. L 

The rejection relies on Harkin as disclosing a fingerprint sensing device. However, 
Harkin* s fingerprint sensing device does not remedy Ritter s failure to describe or suggest means 
for transmitting information about the judgment to a destination of communication only when 
the read biological information has matched the reference biological information, where the 
transmitted information indicates that the user is legitimate, as recited by amended claim 1. 

Accordingly, neither Ritter, Harkin, nor any proper combination of the references 
describes or suggests means for transmitting information about the judgment to a destination of 
communication only when the read biological information has matched the reference biological 
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Conclusion 
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I v 'cc .r. dje ..:nui.:.t $790,00 sn payment the Request for Continued Examination 
fee is being paid eoncisrremiy herewith on the Electronic Filing System (EPS) by way of Deposit 
Account authorization. Please upph any other charges or credits to deposit account 0<3- 1050. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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